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Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for W13b 
Monterey County Local Coastal Program Major Amendment Number 1-07 (Measure A) 

Since completion of the June 1, 2007 staff report for the proposed Measure A Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) amendment, staff has received comments from the Pebble Beach Company and additional ex 
parte communication disclosures from Commissioners, and has identified various errata in the staff 
report. This addendum provides: 

1. A response to the Pebble Beach Company’s (through their representatives) arguments regarding 
the Coastal Act’s conflict resolution provisions in a letter from the Company’s representatives 
dated June 7, 2007. This response takes the form of new findings to be added to the staff report 
dated prepared June 1, 2007. See Part 1 beginning on page 2 below. 

2. Coastal Commissioner ex parte disclosure forms received since the staff report was distributed 
June 1, 2007. These ex parte forms are attached to this addendum as attachment 1, and they are 
hereby added to the staff report dated prepared June 1, 2007 as part of Exhibit 15 (“Coastal 
Commissioner Ex Parte Communications”). 

3. Clarifications and changes to the staff report (see Part 2 beginning on page 12 below). 

In addition, staff notes that in the time since the staff report was distributed, the Commission has 
received additional correspondence from the Pebble Beach Company and their representatives, as well 
as additional correspondence from other interested parties. This correspondence has been added to 
correspondence previously received related to the Measure A amendment and/or the Pebble Beach 
Company’s project, and will be available for review at the hearing. Correspondence includes: (1) 
correspondence received from January 1, 2004 to June 12, 2006; (2) correspondence received from June 
13, 2006 to June 12, 2007; (3) Pebble Beach Company correspondence; and (4) Sierra Club comments 
dated June 14, 2006. In terms of the Sierra Club comments, there are also two copies of an additional 
binder that has hard copy print outs representing the documents provided on the CD that came with the 
comments. In addition, more recent correspondence dating from March 2007 (when the Commission last 
met in Monterey) is provided separately in the District Director’s Report. 
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Part 1 – Response to Pebble Beach Company Conflict Resolution Comments 

The Pebble Beach Company argues in recent correspondence that if the Commission finds that Measure 
A is inconsistent with Coastal Act ESHA and wetland policies it may nonetheless approve the LCP 
amendment under the conflict resolution provisions of Coastal Act Sections 30007.5 and 30200(b) (see 
letter dated June 8, 2007 in recent correspondence). In response to this argument, staff recommends that 
the following finding be inserted immediately following Finding “E. Conclusion - Denial” on staff 
report page 170. 

Conflict Resolution 
Introduction 
In adopting the Coastal Act, the legislature recognized that conflicts between one or more Chapter 3 
policies of the Act (30210-30265.5) may occur in evaluating the consistency of LCPs with Chapter 3. 
The Act thus declares that when such conflicts occur, they should be resolved in a manner that is on 
balance most protective of significant coastal resources. It has been suggested that the denial of Measure 
A because of its inconsistency with Coastal Act Sections 30240 and 30231 will result in such a conflict 
with other Chapter 3 policies and further, that such a conflict should be resolved in favor of approving 
Measure A.1 

As discussed below, denial of Measure A does not result in any conflict with other Chapter 3 policies. 
Therefore, the conflict resolution provisions of the Coastal Act are not applicable to this case. In 
addition, even if there was a conflict, the approval of Measure A would not, on balance, be the most 
protective of significant coastal resources. This is thoroughly documented in the Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat, Wetlands, and Other Biological Resources Finding which clearly establishes that 
Measure A would lead to significantly greater impacts to coastal resources than would implementation 
of the LCP without the Measure A amendment.  

A. Relevant Policy 
The Coastal Act contemplates that the Commission may encounter irreconcilable conflicts between 
Chapter 3 policies in implementing the provisions of the Coastal Act, including those relevant to the 
review of LCP amendments. In such situations Coastal Section 30200(b) directs the Commission to 
resolve such conflicts using Coastal Act Section 30007.5: 

(b) Where the commission…in implementing the provisions of this division identifies a conflict 
between the policies of this chapter [Chapter 3], Section 30007.5 shall be utilized to resolve the 
conflict and the resolution of such conflicts shall be supported by appropriate findings setting 
forth the basis for the resolution of identified policy conflicts.  

Coastal Act Section 30007.5 directs that such conflicts be resolved in a manner that is on balance most 
protective of significant resources: 

30007.5. The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one or 
more policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in carrying out the 

                                                 
1  Correspondence, Lombardo and Gilles to Commissioners, June 8, 2007. 
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provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the most 
protective of significant coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature declares that broader 
policies which, for example, serve to concentrate development in close proximity to urban and 
employment centers may be more protective, overall, than specific wildlife habitat and other 
similar resource policies. 

In order to use the conflict resolution mechanism of Section 30007.5, the Commission must first identify 
a conflict between Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. If there is no conflict between policies, Section 
30007.5 is not applicable. Further, the conflict must be one that inevitably arises out of an attempt to 
meet another Chapter 3 policy. Thus, the Commission must find that in meeting the requirements of one 
Chapter 3 policy, it is impossible to meet the requirements of another Chapter 3 policy. More precisely, 
the Commission must find that denial of an LCP amendment due to a Chapter 3 inconsistency 
necessarily will itself result in an inconsistency with a Chapter 3 policy.2 

In the event that a conflict is encountered, the Commission may resolve it in a manner that it finds is 
most protective of significant coastal resources. The classic example given in the text of Section 
30007.5 observes that concentrating development in urban areas (i.e. transferring development potential 
from more sensitive rural areas to the already developed urban area) may be, on balance, more 
protective, even if it results in adverse impacts to sensitive habitats that may exist in the urban area. 

B. Denial of Measure A does not result in any Conflicts with Chapter 3 Policies 
As detailed in previous findings, Measure A is inconsistent with the ESHA and wetland protection 
policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, it must be denied. However, the Pebble Beach Company’s 
representative (Lombardo and Gilles) argues that denial of Measure A because of these inconsistencies 
would result in a conflict with other policies of the Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act: 

… the refusal to certify Measure A conflicts with other Coastal Act policies which define visitor 
serving and recreational development and greater public access as priority uses, [sic] promote 
the concentration of development into existing development areas resulting in the aggregation 
and preservation of greater areas of natural and sensitive habitats.3 

More specifically, Lombardo and Gilles cite conflicts with Coastal Act Sections 30001.5, 30221, 30222, 
and 30250. However, as discussed below, denial of Measure A would not result in a conflict with these 
policies such that the Commission might invoke Section 30007.5. 

Coastal Act Section 30001.5 
Lombardo and Gilles argue that denial of Measure A would conflict with Coastal Act Section 30001.5. 
However, this policy is not a Chapter 3 policy of the Act and therefore, Section 30007.5, as applied 
through Section 30200(b), does not apply to this policy. However, to the extent the goals of Coastal Act 

                                                 
2  The applicant’s representative confuses the legal construction of Section 30007.5 that requires a policy conflict stating, for example, 

that past precedents have recognized that approval of an amendment “provides an opportunity to significantly advance certain Coastal 
Act goals and policies” and that the Commission has used conflict resolution “where denial of the amendment would frustrate the 
attainment of important Coastal Act goals…” Id. Pp. 9-10. The applicant’s representative also misquotes section 30007.5 by dropping 
the qualifying term “significant” in the phrase, “most protective of significant coastal resources.” Id. Pp. 9, 11. 

3  Id, p. 9. 
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Chapter 1 are relevant to the Commission’s consideration of Measure A, it is worth observing that the 
denial of Measure A does not result in any conflicts with these goals. 

Section 30001.5 states the basic goals of the state for the coastal zone: 

30001.5. The Legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of the state for the 
coastal zone are to: 

(a) Protect, maintain, and, where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal 
zone environment and its natural and artificial resources. 

(b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone resources taking into 
account the social and economic needs of the people of the state. 

(c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational 
opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources conservation principles 
and constitutionally protected rights of private property owners. 

(d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other 
development on the coast. 

(e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing procedures to implement 
coordinated planning and development for mutually beneficial uses, including educational 
uses, in the coastal zone. 

Denial of Measure A to protect ESHA and wetlands is consistent with the Section 30001.5(a) goal to 
protect and maintain overall quality of the natural resources of the coastal zone. As detailed in Finding 1 
of Part 2 of this report, approval of Measure A would potentially result in significant adverse impacts to 
ESHA and wetlands, by providing for intensive recreational development in identified ESHA and 
wetland areas. Thus, it is approval of Measure A, not denial, that results in a conflict with this stated 
goal. In contrast, the certified LCP requires the protection of ESHA. As discussed previously, of the 448 
acres of mitigation being offered by the Pebble Beach Company in the coastal zone, 184 acres or 41% of 
the total area is already protected by resource conservation zoning in the LCP. The remaining 264 acres 
are lands currently designated for residential land uses that would be largely protected by application of 
the ESHA policies of the LCP to any future residential development proposals. Moreover, denial of 
Measure A would not prevent the redesignation of other sensitive areas in Del Monte Forest to resource 
conservation. 

Second, denial of Measure A does not conflict with the Section 30001.5(b) goal. There is no doubt that 
protecting the ESHA and wetland resources of the various areas affected by the Measure A LCP 
amendment will assure the conservation of coastal zone resources. In addition, the evaluation of 
Measure A in Finding 1 of Part 2 above identifies numerous and significant opportunities for 
development in the Del Monte Forest that could probably be found consistent with the Coastal Act 
absent their association with the parts of Measure A that are not approvable. These include the potential 
removal of the visitor-serving unit caps at Spanish Bay and Pebble Beach Lodge, and significant 
acreages not identified as ESHA that are suitable for development, including the old Spyglass quarry fill 
site and the Pebble Beach corporation yard area. Assuming that it was otherwise consistent with the 
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LCP, additional development at Spanish Bay and Pebble Beach alone would constitute substantial 
developments in the coastal zone of Del Monte Forest – clearly a case of orderly and balanced use and 
conservation of coastal zone resources. Denial of Measure A does not in any way prevent such land uses 
from being pursued in a future LCP amendment that does not also include fundamental inconsistencies 
with the Coastal Act. Finally, it is not clear in what manner the “social and economic needs of the 
people of the state” would be adversely impacted by the denial of Measure A. Generally speaking, the 
proposed recreational and residential land uses of Measure A would benefit a relatively narrow 
economic and social demographic of Californians that either can afford the higher residential market 
values of the Del Monte Forest, or that are equestrians or golfers. There does not appear to be an 
overriding social or economic need in California that would necessitate the provision of a ninth golf 
course in the Del Monte Forest in an identified ESHA.  

Denial of Measure A also does not conflict with Section 30001.5(c). First, the public recreational 
developments that would be provided for by Measure A (a golf course, driving range, and equestrian 
center) would not provide public access to and along the coast. Each of them would be located at inland, 
not shoreline locations (see Figure 7). Second, to the extent that these land uses might be considered 
public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone, they cannot be provided as envisioned by Measure 
A “consistent with sound resources conservation principles.” Rather, as contemplated by Measure A, 
their provision would actually result in significant adverse impacts to ESHA and wetlands, not their 
sound conservation.  

Nor would denial of Measure A conflict with the provision of maximum public access generally. First, 
as acknowledged by the Pebble Beach Company, the Del Monte Forest already provides significant 
opportunities for coastal recreation and visitation.4 Denial of Measure A would not adversely affect the 
provision of these opportunities or conflict with the Coastal Act goal to maximize such opportunities. 
This is because denial of Measure A does not preclude the future provision of maximum public access, 
that would not adversely affect ESHA, including such public access as low-intensity nature trails, 
improved trail connections and other lower-cost visitor-serving opportunities. As discussed in the staff’s 
preliminary Periodic Review of the Monterey County LCP, the Del Monte Forest LUP would benefit 
from an LCP amendment that addressed such needs, such as improved accommodation of the California 
Coastal Trail.5 In addition, to the extent that Measure A would provide increased opportunities for 
public recreation, for the most part they would not be lower cost opportunities for the general public. 

Fourth, denial of Measure A also does not conflict with Section 30001.5(d). This goal speaks to assuring 
priority for coastal-dependent and coastal related development over other development on the coast. The 
intensive recreational developments contemplated by Measure A are not coastal-dependent.6 Nor are 
any other coastal-dependent uses contemplated by Measure A. And while the Del Monte Forest LUP 
describes the existing golf courses in the forest as “coastal-related”, it is not clear in what sense a new 
golf course, driving range, or equestrian center should be considered coastal-related under the Coastal 

                                                 
4  Correspondence, Lombardo and Gilles to Commissioners, June 8, 2007. 
5  Draft Findings of the Monterey County Local Coastal Program Periodic Review, California Coastal Commission, December, 2003. 
6  Coastal Act Section 30101 defines coastal dependent development or use as: any development or use which requires a site on, or 

adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all. 



June 13, 2007 Staff Report Addendum  

6 California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 

Act, which is the standard of review for the Measure A LUP amendments.7 None of them meet the 
Coastal Act definition of coastal-related development.8 More fundamentally, this goal of the Coastal Act 
should not be misunderstood to provide priority of certain land uses over others at the expense of ESHA 
and wetlands. Rather, the intent of the Coastal Act is, all things being equal, to prioritize coastal-
dependent and coastal-related development when such development can be accommodated consistent 
with other policies. This intent is well stated, in fact, in the DMF LUP itself, which speaks directly to 
the first four goals of Section 30001.5 in relation to the protection of natural resources: 

Four basic goals of the California Coastal Act establish direction for land use planning 
proposals for the Del Monte Forest Area. They are: 1) Protect, maintain, and, where feasible, 
enhance and restore the overall quality of the Coastal Zone environment and its natural and 
man-made resources. 2) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of Coastal Zone 
resources, taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state. 3) 
Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreation opportunities in 
the Coastal Zone consistent with sound resource conservation principles and constitutionally 
protected rights of private property owners. 4) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and 
coastal- related development over other development on the coast. 

In applying these goals, retention of the Del Monte Forest Areas unique natural character is 
paramount. The Del Monte Forest Area contains rich environmental resources. The long-term 
protection of these resources inevitably requires a cautious and thoughtful approach to planning 
decisions. The natural environment and its resources vary widely in their sensitivity to 
development. Environmentally sensitive areas such as the locations of rare and endangered 
species, wetlands, and riparian habitats need to be protected. Other areas, where potential 
constraints can be mitigated through careful site planning and development controls can be 
allowed to have appropriate levels of development.9[emphasis added] 

Thus, denial of Measure A does not prevent the prioritization of and development of appropriate coastal-
dependent and coastal-related land uses over residential uses in areas where new development can be 
accommodated consistent with other resource protection policies of the Coastal Act and the LCP. For 
example, redesignating the former Spyglass Quarry fill site from Residential to a higher priority use, 
such as visitor-serving commercial, or to open space forest to allow for public use and enjoyment of the 
natural resources of the surrounding coastal habitats would better meet the goals of the Coastal Act and 
is not prevented by the denial of Measure A.10 

Finally, denial of Measure A does not conflict with Section 30001.5(e). On the contrary, denial of 

                                                 
7  Text of the DMF LUP observes: “The Del Monte Forest coastal area is also known for its variety of passive and active coastal-related 

recreational opportunities available to visitors and residents. The Lodge at Pebble Beach, portions of 17-Mile Drive (and turnouts), and 
portions of several golf courses are currently considered coastal related uses. It is therefore necessary that priority be given to these 
coastal-related developments, as well as to similar uses which may be feasible at remaining undeveloped coastline locations. Other 
development should be located and planned to minimize conflicts with coastal-related uses in these locations as well as to avoid 
natural hazards which cannot be mitigated through design.” DMF LUP, pp. 38-39. 

8  Section 30101.3 defines “Coastal-related development" as any use that is dependent on a coastal-dependent development or use. 
9  DMF LUP, p. 34. 
10  See discussion of Area 1 and 5 for more detail. It is not immediately clear what other coastal-dependent or coastal-related land uses 

might be appropriate for this site. 



June 13, 2007 Staff Report Addendum 

Monterey County LCP Amendment 1-07 7  
Measure A in the Del Monte Forest 

Measure A to protect ESHA and wetlands would provide a foundation for new coordinated planning and 
development for land uses that are consistent with the Coastal Act. In particular, denial of Measure A 
does not prevent the planning and development of additional interpretive and educational facilities in the 
Del Monte Forest. 

In conclusion, the Commission may not use Section 30007.5 to reconcile any conflicts with Coastal Act 
Section 30001.5 caused by denial of Measure A because Section 30001.5 is not a Chapter 3 policy. But 
even if it were, denial of Measure A to protect ESHA does create any conflicts with the basic goals of 
the Coastal Act. Rather, denial of the LCP amendment is consistent with, and would further these goals.  

Coastal Act Section 30221 
Lombardo and Gilles argue that denial of Measure A would conflict with Coastal Act Section 30221. 
However, the Commission cannot find any such conflict. Coastal Act Section 30221 states: 

30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and 
development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or commercial 
recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is already adequately 
provided for in the area. 

On its face this Chapter 3 policy concerns the protection of “oceanfront land” for recreational use and 
development. None of the areas proposed for intensive recreational use under Measure A constitute 
“oceanfront land.” In fact, with perhaps the exception of the seaward tip of LUP planning unit L 
(proposed for conservation), Measure A does not propose to change land use designations for any 
oceanfront lands in the Del Monte Forest (see Figure 5). In short, the denial of Measure A to protect 
ESHA and wetlands cannot, by the plain language of the Act, create a conflict with Coastal Act Section 
30221. 

Moreover, even if one could interpret Measure A as proposing to provide for recreational land uses on 
oceanfront land, Section 30221 must be understood within the broader context of Chapter 3, which 
requires that new development be consistent with other resource protection policies, regardless of the 
nature of the proposed use. Simply proposing recreational uses along the shoreline does not, for 
example, obviate the need to protect ESHA (30240), coastal views (30251), or sensitive cultural 
resources (30244). So, similar to the Coastal Act goal in Section 30001.5(d), this policy cannot be 
interpreted to allow impacts to ESHA or wetlands simply because a higher priority use, such as public 
recreation, is proposed. Therefore, the denial of Measure A, and thus the maintenance of existing 
residential land use designations, does not result in a conflict with Section 30221. As discussed above, 
this context for understanding Section 30221 also is supported by text of the DMF LUP itself, which 
recognizes the paramount importance of natural resources and the need to plan appropriately for 
development, whatever its relative priority, to avoid impacts to such resources.  

Coastal Act Section 30222 
Lombardo and Gilles argue that denial of Measure A would conflict with Coastal Act Section 30222. 
This section states: 

30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities 
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private 
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residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture or 
coastal-dependent industry.  

This section of the Coastal Act establishes a priority for recreational facilities designed to enhance 
“public opportunities for coastal recreation” on private lands in the coastal zone. Similar to Section 
30221, denial of Measure A to protect ESHA and wetlands would not result in a conflict with this 
section. First, it cannot reasonably be asserted that the intensive recreational land uses contemplated by 
Measure A constitute opportunities for “coastal recreation.” The areas proposed for a golf course, 
driving range, and equestrian center are not on the shoreline, and the use of such facilities by the public 
would not afford any direct opportunity for coastal recreation, such as access to a beach. The only 
indirect benefit possibly would be the views of the ocean and shoreline available from the few proposed 
golf course holes in the vicinity of the Spyglass Quarry fill site. In distinct contrast to the Spanish Bay 
Golf and Pebble Beach Golf Links, which are aligned directly along on the shoreline, the contemplated 
facilities would be located at inland locations under Measure A. 

And as observed above, none of the contemplated recreational uses meet the Coastal Act definitions of 
coastal-dependent or coastal-related land uses. Although the DMF LUP acknowledged in 1984 that the 
existing recreational facilities were “coastal-related,” it also clearly contemplated such status only for 
those developments or portions of existing and potential new facilities (i.e. Spanish Bay) at “coastline 
locations”: 

The Lodge at Pebble Beach, portions of 17-Mile Drive (and turnouts), and portions of several 
golf courses are currently considered coastal related uses. It is therefore necessary that priority 
be given to these coastal-related developments, as well as to similar uses which may be feasible 
at remaining undeveloped coastline locations.11[emphasis added] 

In short, given their inland locations and specific land use types, the proposed recreational uses are not 
coastal-related under the Coastal Act or the general discussion of the certified LUP. 

Second, the context of interpreting Coastal Act Section 30222 is similar to that of Section 30221. 
Certain land uses have priority if they can otherwise be developed consistent with the resource 
protection policies of the Coastal Act. Again, proposing a public recreational land use does not override 
the protection of ESHA, wetlands, or other coastal resources. Such uses must be planned consistent with 
the policies that protect these resources. Moreover, as with Section 30221, denial of Measure A would 
not result in a conflict with the Coastal Act policy to prioritize public recreation. As discussed above, 
enhanced public recreation could be provided in Del Monte Forest without impacts to ESHA and 
wetlands. Thus, there is no policy conflict. 

Coastal Act Section 30250 
Lombardo and Gilles argue that denial of Measure A would conflict with Coastal Act Section 30250. 
This section states: 

30250. (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise provided 
in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing 

                                                 
11  DMF LUP, p. 38-39. 
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developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in 
other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, 
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than 
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 
percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the created parcels would be 
no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. (b) Where feasible, new hazardous 
industrial development shall be located away from existing developed areas. (c) Visitor-serving 
facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas shall be located in existing 
isolated developments or at selected points of attraction for visitors. 

Coastal Act Section 30250(a) states the policy to locate new development in existing developed areas 
with adequate public services, and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually 
or cumulatively, on coastal resources. Subsections (b) and (c) are not applicable to this analysis. With 
respect to subsection (a), denial of Measure A would not result in a conflict with this policy. 

First, development on existing parcels, consistent with the certified LCP, would at worst concentrate 
development in a similar general pattern of development no less concentrated than would occur under 
Measure A, albeit at a much lower level of intensity, and with significantly fewer ESHA impacts, than 
Measure A. As shown in Figures 4 and 5, and as discussed in the specific area analyses in Finding 1 of 
Part 2 above, new development located and designed to meet the requirements of the LCP ESHA 
policies would result in development in the same general dispersed pattern throughout Del Monte Forest 
as is proposed under Measure A. This is because any residential development that may need to be 
approved (see Area discussions for detail) would likely be sited as close to existing development as 
possible to minimize impacts to ESHA.12 In fact, given the large expansions of intensive recreational 
development into currently undeveloped ESHAs that would be facilitated by Measure A, the 
development pattern under Measure A would be less concentrated. Thus, the development of an 18 hole 
course at Area 1 would be much less concentrated than would the clustering of any allowable residential 
development outside or on the edges of the identified ESHAs, such as immediately adjacent to the 
existing equestrian center. Similarly, the proposed driving range use in Area 2 would expand into the 
interior of a large, contiguous block of native Monterey pine forest. In contrast, development under the 
certified LCP could be clustered adjacent to existing developed areas in an optimum location along the 
perimeter of this area – a significantly more concentrated pattern of development. And with the 
proposed equestrian use at Sawmill Gulch under Measure A, there is no question that a more 
“dispersed” pattern of development would result in this area of the Del Monte Forest, as compared to the 
existing LCP, which designates Sawmill Gulch for Resource Conservation. In short, denial of Measure 
A would not result in a conflict with Coastal Act Section 30250. Rather, denial of the amendment to 
protect ESHA would establish a planning foundation for future LCP amendments or development 
proposals that could better locate and concentrate development to avoid impacts to ESHA and wetlands. 

Second, and more generally, it should be observed that there is nothing inherent in the denial of Measure 

                                                 
12  Even if the lands in question could, theoretically, be subdivided to the maximum density identified in LUP Table A, the general pattern 

of development in the DMF would be the same except, perhaps, in some of the Areas proposed for redesignation to resource 
conservation. To the extent one might argue that these areas would have a more concentrated pattern in the immediate vicinity under 
Measure A, the proposed expansion of a new equestrian center in the heart of the Huckleberry Hill Natural Habitat Area would cut the 
other way. Thus, the overall change in development pattern would not be significant. 
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A that precludes the proposed down-zoning or other protective measures that could be argued to be 
more protective of sensitive resources. That is, the denial of Measure A does not result in an 
unavoidable conflict with Section 30250, which could be better implemented through a different LCP 
amendment that more appropriately concentrated development outside of ESHA. 

Finally, Section 30250 requires that new development be located where it will not have adverse impacts, 
individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. As analyzed in this report, the primary reason for 
denying the Measure A LCP amendment are the potential adverse impacts to ESHA and wetland 
resources from the development contemplated under Measure A. Thus, consistency with Section 30250 
is best achieved through the denial of Measure A. In contrast, implementation of the existing LCP will 
result in significantly few direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to coastal resources. In short, denial 
of Measure A does not conflict with Section 30250 but rather, supports its basic premise. 

C. Approving the Measure A LCP Amendment would be Less Protective of Coastal 
Resources than the Certified LCP 
Even if a conflict between the denial of Measure A to protect ESHA and other Chapter 3 policies could 
be identified, approval of Measure A would not be, on balance, the most protective of significant coastal 
resources. As detailed in Finding 1 of Part 2 above, the approval of Measure A, and the most reasonably 
foreseeable development that would follow such approval, would result in substantially greater impacts 
to significant coastal resources than would denial of Measure A. As documented in this report, most of 
the areas affected by the proposed land use designations of Measure A contain significant ESHAs. 
Under Measure A, it is reasonable to expect significant impacts to these resources, including the loss of 
approximately 150 acres of native Monterey pine forest, 21% of the world’s known population of 
Yadon’s piperia, and at least 45 acres of central maritime chaparral (see Finding 1, Part 2 supra). Given 
that the lands affected by Measure A are not currently subdivided, and such potential subdivision is not 
an entitlement, application of the existing LCP to development on existing legal lots of record, including 
any possible subdivision of land outside of ESHA, would result in significantly fewer ESHA impacts.  

Nor does Measure A and the mitigation proposed as part of the associated Pebble Beach Company 
development plan compensate for the potential impacts of development contemplated by Measure A. As 
discussed previously, the Commission does not have the ability to accept mitigation in order to 
rationalize avoidable impacts to identified ESHA. This proposition has been upheld in California’s 
courts.13 Moreover, in terms of the balance that would be “most protective” of significant coastal 
resources, of the 448 acres of land in the coastal zone proposed for protection under the Measure A 
project, 184 of them (41%) are already designated for resource conservation and thus protected by the 
LCP. In addition, the remaining 264 acres of land that would be “down-zoned” under Measure A would 
be substantially protected by the ESHA policies of the LCP if development were proposed today under 
the certified LCP (including by the Resource Constraint Area (B-8) overlay).14 In terms of specific 
areas, under Measure A, one of the largest remaining undeveloped areas of Monterey pine forest in Del 
Monte Forest would be developed with intensive recreational uses (a golf course). Under the certified 
LCP, this area would be mostly if not completely protected. Overall, the impacts to coastal resources 
under Measure A, as mitigated, would be greater than under the certified LCP. With respect to the 

                                                 
13  Bolsa Chica, Id. 
14  And 51 acres would also be “upzoned” from resource conservation to development categories. 
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proposed mitigation outside of the coastal zone, this report previously observed that allowing impacts to 
resources in the coastal zone in exchange for the protection of resources outside of the coastal zone is in 
fundamental conflict with one of the basic premises of the Coastal Act. As the legislature has declared: 

[T]he California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable natural resource of vital and enduring 
interest to all the people and exists as a delicately balanced ecosystem.15 

If taken it to its logical end, accepting the proposed mitigation outside the coastal zone would result in 
the systematic loss of the coastal zone resources that the legislature has declared are a distinctly valuable 
natural resource. 

In short, even if a conflict between one or more Chapter 3 policies could be identified as a result of the 
denial of Measure A, the Commission must resolve such a conflict in favor of the denial to protect 
ESHA and wetland resources. 

 

 

 

 

 

Part 2 – Staff Report Clarifications and Changes 

Since the staff report for the proposed Measure A LCP amendment was distributed, a number of 
typographical errors, ambiguities and internal inconsistencies have been discovered. Although these 
oversights are generally minor, staff has identified clarifications and changes to the staff report for 
enhanced clarity in this regard. None of the clarifications and changes alter the fundamental staff 
recommendation and conclusion, but serve to clarify the report for the record. 

Accordingly, the staff report dated prepared June 1, 2007 is modified as shown in the table below. In the 

                                                 
15  Coastal Act Section 30001(a). 



June 13, 2007 Staff Report Addendum  

12 California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 

table, “PP” refers to the page number, “P” refers to the paragraph within the cited page (where 
paragraph is in terms of any full or partial paragraphs on that page, not counting headings as 
paragraphs), “L” refers to the line of text within the cited paragraph (or the first line where multiple 
lines are involved), and “F” refers to footnotes (and by footnote number). As applicable, text in 
strikethrough notes text that is removed, and text in underline notes text that is to be added to the staff 
report. The pages, paragraphs and sentence lines correspond to the file copy of the staff report 
maintained in the Commission’s Central Coast District office in Santa Cruz. It is possible that the web 
version and/or copies printed elsewhere may slightly differ in terms of the location of the identified text 
within the staff report. Staff apologizes for any confusion, and is available to the extent there is any 
confusion in this respect.  

 

PP P L Staff Report Change 
2 4 6 Replace “LUP” with “LCP” 
4 3 2 Replace “and” with “as well as” 
4 7 13 “…the Measure A LCP amendment Measure A.” 
6 2 4 Replace “must” with “most” 
6 4 4 Replace “First” with “Most importantly” 
6 4 5 Replace “land use” with “LUP” 
6 4 10 “…evaluate the Land Use Plan…” 
7 3 4 “…identified in the EIR…” 
8 1 1 “…federally listed Threatened listed…” 
8 5 3 “…reduced in habitat value overall, and subjected to increased negative edge 

effects…” 
8 6 2 “…native Monterey pine forest. The environmental conditions of native Monterey 

pine forest have changed significantly , including in the time since the 
certification…” 

8 6 4 “…pine pitch canker has emerged…” 
9 1 3 “…Thus, there is also a…” 
9 4 10 “…including what types of uses may be is appropriate for the non-ESHA areas)….”
10 6 6  Add “Santa Cruz, CA 95060, Phone: 831-427-4863, E-mail: dcarl@coastal.ca.gov” 
13 - - Add “Exhibit 17: Site Visit Memos Regarding Central Maritime Chaparral” and 

add attachment 2 to this addendum as Exhibit 17. 
15 2 1 “…land use and implementation plans for 26 distinct areas encompassing over 600 

acres in the Del Monte Forest segment of its Local Coastal Program (LCP) for 26 
distinct areas encompassing over 600 acres in the Del Monte Forest LCP segment. 
The…” 

16 2 2 “…held a hearing on March 9, 2006. The Coastal Commission was presented a 
preliminary analysis of Measure A at this hearing, and no…” 

17 1 4 “…and Commission’s staff’s analysis…” 
17 1 4 “…Subsequently, in In December 2006, …” 
18 3 1 Replace “its” with “this” 
18 3 2 “…setting identified in the LUP. Framed…” 
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PP P L Staff Report Change 
18 3 11 Replace “mottled” with “mantled” 
18 3 14 “…unique and valuable habitat ecosystems.” 
20 - - F13: “…see Figure 23).…” 
21 2 2 “…November 7, 2000 voters [sic]. This…” 
22 - - F21: “…Monterey County conditions numbered 16 and 174.” 
22 - - F22: “…PDP EIR, though…” 
22 - - F23: “…See Figure 7 for a graphic showing the LCP amendment reference…” 
23 2 10 “…see PDP project residential development (employee housing units) below…” 
23 2 11 “…resource conservation and management component…” 
24 2 14 “…this PDP project component includes…” 
24 3 12 “…In total, the this PDP project Pebble Beach Lodge expansion component 

includes…” 
26 3 3 “…including Area 10 on Figure 15);…” 
26 3 5 “…including all of Area 24, together with that portion of Pescadero Canyon that 

would be developed residentially but omitting (Areas 15 and 16)….” 
27 2 2 “…These per se inconsistencies…” 
29 2 3 Add footnote at “The Spanish Bay permit” to state: “See Exhibit 6 for excerpts 

from the Spanish Bay CDP.” 
31 1 1 “…the first submittal Measure A submittal…” 
31 3 11 “…process, through the original CDP decision process, and up to through and 

including the…” 
31 3 12 “…resolution (December 2006), the County…” 
33 1 6 “…as Areas planning units A through Y….” 
33 2 12 “…distinction between the two designations is almost exclusively primarily 

locational (i.e., immediate shoreline versus inland areas). See Exhibit 7 for the 
LUP’s description of these land use designations.” 

34 1 2 “…and the equestrian center (see pages 4 and 5 of Exhibit 7)….” 
34 - - F64: “…Open Space Forest LUP land use…” 
36 8 3 “…approximate 8-acre area portion…” 
37 2 1 Replace “indicated” with “indicate” 
37 2 2 Replace “zone” with “zoned” 
37 3 5 “…could not be built under the existing LCP irrespective of resource constraints 

because it conflicts with the Open Space Forest (RC) land use designation 
applicable to a portion of planning unit O, and the Resource Constraint Area (B-8) 
designation would not allow for it.” 

37 6 2 “…see Exhibit 8 and Figure 9). The proposed driving range pending approval by 
the County could not be built under the existing LCP irrespective of resource 
constraints because the Resource Constraint Area (B-8) designation would not 
allow for it.” 

38 2 4 “…absent the proposed LCP amendments irrespective of resource constraints 
because it conflicts with the Open Space Forest (RC) land use designation 
applicable to Sawmill Gulch.” Add footnote at end of sentence: “And it also could 
not be built absent amendments to the Commission’s Spanish Bay CDP (see also 
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PP P L Staff Report Change 
previous Spanish Bay CDP findings).” 

38 3 1 Replace “of” with “making up” 
38 - - F71: “There is a mapping error in the Measure A figures that was as approved…” 
39 2 8 Add footnote at end of paragraph: “Id; LUP Policy 116 previously cited.” 
39 3 4 “…absent the proposed LCP amendments irrespective of resource constraints 

because it is not allowed under the current land use and zoning designations, 
including the Resource Constraint Area (B-8) designation.” 

39 5 7 “…without the proposed LCP amendment because they exceed the current LCP 
unit caps that apply to Spanish Bay and the Pebble Beach Lodge.” Add footnote at 
end of sentence: “And for Spanish Bay, they also exceed the unit counts specified 
in CDP 3-84-226, and thus they also could not be built absent amendments to the 
Commission’s Spanish Bay CDP (see also previous Spanish Bay CDP findings).” 

40 3 7 Add footnote at end of sentence: “The subdivision is not allowed by the existing 
Resource Constraint Area (B-8) designation and could not proceed absent the 
proposed LCP amendment.” 

40 - - F78: “…include additional development areas that may be needed for access to the 
building envelope area as well as and other ancillary…” 

41 1 11 “…the proposed LCP amendment irrespective of resource constraints….” 
41 2 12 “…the proposed LCP amendment irrespective of resource constraints….” 
41 - - F83: “Id; same reasons as for Area 12 (planning unit F2).” 
41 - - F84: “…commonly referred to as planning units I1 (for the northern two areas – see 

Area 22 description) and I2.” 
42 1 3 “…the proposed LCP amendment irrespective of resource constraints….” 
42 2 11 “…the proposed LCP amendment irrespective of resource constraints….” 
42 3 7 “…overlay where it applies. The proposed…” 
42 3 13 “…the proposed LCP amendment irrespective of resource constraints….” 
42 - - F85: “Id; same reasons as for Areas 12 and 13.” 
42 - - F86: “Id; the Resource Constraint Area (B-8) does not allow for subdivision. In 

the…” 
42 - - F87: “Id; same reasons as for Area 15.” 
43 2 4 Add footnote: “Id; same reasons as for Areas 12, 13, and 14 (and Areas 15 and 16, 

with distinction at those areas being that they are not part of a legal lot 
acknowledged by the County).” 

43 3 2 “…southern base of the Huckleberry Hill Natural…” 
43 4 1 “The proposed amendment would also add text to the LUP’s text relative to the 

LUP’s Huckleberry Hill planning area to make the text changes applicable to 
employee housing previously noted above.” 

43 5 7 Add footnote at end of text that reads “…corporation yard commercial area.” 
Footnote to state: “That is, to the extent such units could be allowed within the 
Commercial land use and zoning designations.” 

44 2 1 Replace “of” with “in” 
44 5 1 Replace “of” with “making up” 
46 5 7 Add footnote at end of text that reads “…and its maximum unit limitations).” 
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PP P L Staff Report Change 
Footnote to state: “Measure A also revises Table 22 of the Monterey County 
General Plan (“Suitable Sites for Low and Moderate Income Housing 
Development”) to reduce the number of potential units described in the table for 
moderate and above moderate income for Pebble Beach. This component of 
Measure A (see Exhibit 3) does not affect the LCP, and is not part of the proposed 
LCP amendment.” 

47 2 3 “…51 acres are designated for resource conservation protection,…” 
47 2 4 “…resource conservation protection (and…” 
48 -  - F96: “…all the areas directly affected by Measure A…” 
48   F98: “…shows this area to be 29 acres.” 
49 - - F100: “…application and review. The plan ultimately adopted…” 
49 - - F102: “…specific analysis of various potential resource constraints. In addition, 

subdivision is a conditional, as opposed to a principally permitted, use on 
residentially designated properties in the Del Monte Forest.”  

50 2 7 “…denial of such a project based on this reason on a single…” 
51 2 9 Replace “primarily” with “partially” 
52 2 2 “…to residential development, but…” 
52 3 15 “…a conditional use in residentially designated DMF areas also would not 
53 - - Add footnote to “B. Development Expected Under the Amended LCP” heading: 

“For more detail and specific descriptions regarding development expected under 
the amended LCP relative to each of the 26 areas, see the ESHA findings that 
follow.” 

53 2 4 “…the amendment could would be expected to result…” 
53 2 5 Add paragraph return starting with sentence “First, …” and change as follows: 

“First, in terms of residential development, and depending on the conclusions…” 
53 - - F117: “…or the intent of adding these IP sections., In fact, with respect to the IP 

amendment that added golf courses as conditional uses in the MDR and LDR 
zoning districts (LCP amendment 1-95), the County initially only identified golf 
courses for the LDR zone, and it was only after Commission staff suggested that 
these provisions be deleted (as inconsistent with the LUP) that the Pebble Beach 
Company requested that golf courses be added as conditional uses in both districts 
and that these changes which were not initially proposed by the County in its LCP 
amendment submittal but rather, were adopted by the Commission as modifications 
at the request of the Pebble Beach Company. 

53 - - F118: “…before assigning a unit count to them that would be inappropriate.” 
53 - - F119: “…development of eight buildings in the corporation yard area.” 
54 2 1 “Second, with respect to hotel units and related development, Measure A also 
54 5 1 “Finally, and perhaps most importantly, with respect to recreational uses, the 
54 5 2 “…uses in Areas 1 and…” 
54 5 8 Add paragraph return starting with sentence “In short, …” 
54 5 12 “…under the certified LCP. In this respect, the Pebble Beach Company’s PDP 

projects are the reasonably foreseeable specific outcome of the proposed Measure 
A LCP amendment, and these PDP projects represent a significant level of 
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PP P L Staff Report Change 
development for the directly affected land that would result in significant adverse 
coastal resource impacts (see also more specific description in the individual LCP 
amendment reference area analyses that follow). This concern…” 

54 5 13 “…under the LCP amendment…” 
55 2 3 “…for the PDP to date (i.e., easements over and resource management of this area), 

356 acres…” 
55 2 5 “…have direct authority over these lands and/or lands surrounding them, and thus” 
55 2 10 Underline the word “in” 
55 3 7 “…current land use designation…” 
57 5 3 Replace “approval” with “approve” 
60 1 2 “…by the California Department of Fish and Game…” 
61 3 1 Delete 30233(a)(3) and renumber (a)(4) through (a)(8) as (a)(3) through (a)(7). 
66 5 2 … LUP Appendix A and Figure 2 are not the standard of review and are have not 

legally controlling relevance in that Coastal Act consistency analysis…” 
67 3 8 “…concerning ESHA identification, in an effort to protect ESHA, and not to limit 

the application of Coastal Act Section 30240… 
67 3 10 Replace “known” with “determined” 
67 6 2 “…Part One of the Title…” 
69 6 4 “…what habitat areas can be protected as ESHA. In practice, given that the easily 

disturbed or degraded criterion is, unfortunately, fairly readily met in most ESHA 
determination cases, the difference is fairly small. That said, the omission of this 
criterion means that the LUP’s general construct it should be considered at the least 
more expansive than the Coastal Act definition. LCP policies…” 

70 2 6 Replace “known” with “determined” 
70 2 10 “...that represents a non-exhaustive subset of a…” 
70 3 6 “…They area not…” 
74 1 2 Add footnote after text that reads “(such as the California red legged frog)” as 

follows: “PDP EIR pages ES-17, 3.3-51, and 3.3-52, and mitigation measure BIO-
D5-1.” 

74 3 14 Add footnote after text that reads “…resources on the ground.” Footnote to state: 
“ESHA is required to be determined based on substantial evidence in the record, 
and specifically in terms of resources as they exist on the ground today as those 
resources are understood based on current assessment and evaluation, current 
conditions, and current understandings (see, for example, Sierra Club v. California 
Coastal Commission (1993) 12 Cal.App.4th 602, regarding pygmy forests in 
Mendocino County). 

75 5 2 “…involving sensitive habitats that than would be…” 
75 6 9 “…including designing the subdivision to avoid this habitat and to buffer the 

habitat it with…” 
76 4 2 “…the Coastal Act alone. LUP Appendix A is not the standard of review, and is has 

not controlling relevance in …” 
76 5 1 Replace “consistency” with “conformity” 
76 5 3 Replace “examples” with “a non-exhaustive list” 
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PP P L Staff Report Change 
80 2 9 “…that significant stands of native Monterey pine forest is are ESHA.” 
82 4 6 “and the LUP (and the LCP).…” 
82 - - F166: “…Cedros Islands off of Baja), the R-E-D…” 
82 - - F168: “…Pine Forest Policy (March 1995); see Exhibit 11. 
83 1 10 “…wildlife mortality. Human activities can also spread pathogens, such as pitch 

canker (see also below) which can be spread by contaminated tree cutting tools as 
well as transport and/or use of infected materials (e.g., wood chips). In addition,…” 

83 2 1 “…and development, significant stands of native Monterey pine forest meets the 
definition…” 

83 - - F172: “…a finding more clearly perhaps most explicitly established…that CNPS 
List 1B species and their habitats be considered ESHA in DMF.  

84 2 6 “…potential effects of adding a foreign species…” 
86 - - F183: “…List (January 2006). See also Exhibit 10 for further explanation of 

CNDDB codes.” 
87 5 3 “…the growth of roots and leaf buds, and an unknown proportion…” 
88 1 6 Add footnote after text that reads “…130,000 individuals” that states: “Note that 

the 130,000 individuals estimated is for the DMF only. Rangewide (i.e., both in and 
out of the DMF), the most recent estimate of the overall Yadon’s piperia population 
is 172,513 individual plants (PDP EIR Table P2-2). 

88 1 6 Replace “9,000” with “8,000” 
88 - - F190: “Based on 2005 estimates of rates of production of flower spikes (17%), 

proportion of spikes grazed (62%), avoidance of herbivory (38%), and proportion 
of grazed plants spikes that produced seed (11%), and loss of spikes to disease 
(7%); in McGraw et al. 2006. If these estimated rates of production were applied to 
the overall population estimate of 172,513, about 11,000 plants would be estimated 
to have flowered and produced seed.” 

90 - - F207: Delete footnote 207 and references to it. 
91 1 6 “…reduction on of habitat buffers…” 
91 1 8 “…its habitat, including any identified dispersal corridors,…” 
92 1 2 Replace “eight” with “seven” 
92 3 1 “..the LCP amendment area, wetlands…” 
93 3 7 Add footnote after text that reads “distributed.” as follows: “McMinn, H. E. 1942. 

Ceanothus vol. II: a systematic study of the genus Ceanothus. Santa Barbara 
Botanical Garden, Santa Barbara, Calif. as cited in: N.J. Ritchie and D.D. Myrold. 
1999. Geographic distribution and genetic diversity of Ceanothus-infective Frankia 
strains. Applied and Environmental Microbiology 65:1378-1383. The more recent 
Jepsen Manual lists 45 species of which 31 are endemic to California.” 

93 - - F213: “Both the North Monterey County LCP and the Big Sur segments of the 
Monterey County LCP identify maritime chaparral as…” 

93 - - F214: “…as a proxy in this report for identifying areas of central maritime 
chaparral… large areas of shaggy-barked manzanita not identified by the PDP EIR 
– see Exhibit 17),…” 

94 1 11 “…In summary, areas of native Monterey pine forest may meets the definition of 
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ESHA under the Coastal Act and LCP for three reasons: the habitat is significant 
areas of relatively undisturbed Monterey pine forest are rare, it is such areas are 
especially valuable for its their special nature as areas that contribute significantly 
to the genetic repository conservation of the species, and it is many areas of 
Monterey pine forest are especially valuable for its their ecosystem role of 
providing habitat for other rare species and other rare biological communities.” 

94 2 6 “…or aren’t part of a significant native forest area. Such cases…” 
96 2 6 “…the nearby unoccupied forest areas also probably constitute…” 
96 3 5 “…documented to occur. Currently, or where scientific studies (e.g., McGraw et 

al.223) demonstrate the presence of are underway to determine the habitat elements 
that are necessary to support the species.” Add footnote: “It is possible in the future 
that piperia habitat might be further demonstrated by identifying the presence of 
documented constituent habitat elements, but that methodology has not been 
explicitly applied to the LCP amendment/PDP project area; at least partly because 
the County did not evaluate this area at the level of detail of such habitat elements.” 

96 - - F221: “…native forest stand would could be considered ESHA independently for 
piperia in the forest area where the orchid was documented to occur given that the 
area of forest would be considered the area of Yadon’s piperia habitat (see also 
previous Yadon’s piperia findings, and see next finding below).” 

98 1 3 “…Monterey pine as ESHA is are more…” 
102 2 2 “…as an example of ESHA determined in 1984 or…” 
103 3 16 “…that the significant stands of native Monterey pine forest is are rare and 

especially valuable, and that it they meets the Coastal Act and LUP (and LCP) 
ESHA criteria” 

103 3 18 Add footnote after text that reads “…and LUP (and LCP) ESHA criteria.” Footnote 
to state: “Id; Sierra Club v. California Coastal Commission (1993) regarding 
evaluation of pygmy forest in Mendocino.” 

105 2 4 Add footnote after text that reads “The reader is directed to these preceding sections 
for additional information in that respect.” Footnote to state: “It is noted here that 
the staff report figures depict data provided to the Commission by the County and 
the Pebble Beach Company, and that this data is presented as is, without 
manipulation or alteration. Any apparent errors in positional accuracy of features 
are shown without correction. As such, some figure elements appear shifted slightly 
relative to planning unit and area boundaries. These offsets can be visually 
distracting, but they are generally minor, and they do not significantly affect the 
usefulness of the figures overall for analytic and illustrative purposes.” 

107 2 14 “…similar size in Area combined planning unit PQR…” 
107 3 4 “…Thus, given the extent of Yadon’s piperia within the The Monterey pine forest 

boundaries at Area 1 (i.e., essentially all undeveloped area that is not coastal dune), 
it is clear that the forest area with piperia in it is are thus considered to be the 
Yadon’s piperia habitat boundaries as well.” 

107 - - F261: “…higher elevations of planning unit N. See also Exhibit 17.” 
107 - - F263: “PDP EIR Table P2-1. The area occupied by Piperia was based on one of 
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PP P L Staff Report Change 
several possible methods of estimating habitat boundaries. In this case, a 50-foot 
radius was drawn around each Piperia occurrence and the area summed. This 
results in a smaller estimate of habitat area than other common methods, such as 
connecting occurrence locations to create a maximum convex polygon.” 

108 - - F265: “Also significant occurrences of shaggy-barked manzanita can also generally 
be used as a proxy for central maritime chaparral. The…” 

108 - - F266: “…but this difference has not to date been quantified. Given the small area 
relative to the County’s delineation that is located outside of Area 1 (see, for 
example, Figure 8), the acreage difference would be minor.” 

109 2 9 “…In conclusion and in a mapping sense, the area…” 
110 1 6 Replace “eight” with “seven” 
110 1 8 Replace “eight” with “seven” 
111 2 3 “…that dictate a golf course management and maintenance standards for this 

area…” 
111 - - F281: “…This are area was not…” 
112 4 6 “…not consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30240, 30231, or 30233.” 
113 - - F295: “…In a PDP project takings scenario relative to the golf course site, the 

Applicant is… that includes a total of 28 COC lots…ESHA issues. (If the Resource 
Constraint Area (B-8) overlay were removed through an LCP amendment, the 
development potential of the non-ESHA areas might be greater, and dependent on 
the underlying zoning and consistency with the policies of the LCP. However, this 
area is relatively small, and such potential increased density in non-ESHA areas 
does not alter the basic comparison premise.) That said…” 

114 4 7 “…golf course or probably even a golf driving range…” 
115 1 6 Add footnote after text that reads “and the coastal views.” Footnote to state: “One 

of the alternatives considered for this location in the original Pebble Beach lot 
program applications (i.e., the PDP project’s predecessor) was a 34-room inn 
located in the fill area, with the surrounding dune/ESHA area, including that now 
proposed by the PDP project for golf holes, left alone.” 

115 - - F308: “…to indicate that theses areas have the…” 
118 3 1 “…as they relate to the Area 2…” 
119 - - F326: “..wetland areas than have to date been delineated to date.” 
120 2 6 “…understory). Clearly, restoration Restoration of such a difficult site is best 

understood as a long-term…” 
120 2 7 “…It has also suffered due…” 
120 - - F330: “…who was also present during the May 2007 visit (see Exhibit 17). In…” 
121 2 4 “…rare species such as Hooker’s manzanita and rare habitats such as central 

maritime chaparral. It…” 
122 3 1 “Although not entirely clear from the project County’s PDP EIR materials 

presented to date (because of the way in which attempts have been made to 
distinguish between lack important details (e.g., delineation of forest areas that 
were planted and those that weren’t), as well a lack of clarity concerning and 
identification of potential impacts…” 
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123 2 6 “…existing LCP is essentially nil…” 
123 2 7 “…it is possible that some minor resource-dependent recreational use…” 
124 2 1 “…as they relate to the Area 3…” 
126 4 1 “…as they relate to the Area 4…” 
128 2 1 “…as they relate to the Area 5…” 
132 2 12 “…the proposed designation is at best the…” 
133 4 1 “Area 9 is part of a larger area of native Monterey pine forest with a healthy native 

understory and, as such, is rare. In addition, it Area 9 is also especially valuable 
because of its …” 

135 3 1 “The undeveloped portion of Area 10 is part of a larger area of native Monterey 
pine forest with a healthy native understory and, as such, is rare. In addition, the 
The undeveloped portion of Area 10 is also especially valuable…” 

137 4 7 “…the Commission in 1984 prior to just after certification of the LUP…” 
137 - - F390: “Id; May 2007 site visit (see Exhibit 17).” 
138 2 1 “Area 11 is part of a larger area of native Monterey pine forest with a healthy 

native understory and, as such, is rare. In addition, it Area 11 is also especially 
valuable because of its …” 

138 4 1 “…as reflected in the previously approved and now pending PDP project,…” 
139 2 9 “…could be considered to be less protective…” 
139 3 1 “…as they relate to the Area 11…” 
140 1 2 “…Area 12 is accessed from Lopez Road and is opposite across the street from the 

main entrance to Poppy Hills Golf Course (i.e., with the parking lot, clubhouse, 
etc.) and mostly” 

140 3 5 “…As a result, all of Area 12 is considered central maritime chaparral and Yadon’s 
piperia is also present. habitat.403…” 

140 - - F402: “Id; May 2007 site visit (see Exhibit 17).” 
142 2 1 “…as they relate to the Area 12…” 
143 1 1 “…Therefore, the understory is made up of central…” 
143 3 1 “…the previously approved and now pending PDP project…” 
143 - - F412: “Id; May 2007 site visit (see Exhibit 17).” 
144 3 1 “…as they relate to the Area 13…” 
146 - - F424: “…whether the LCP were amended or by Measure A or not…” 
147 2 1 “…as they relate to the Area 14…” 
147 5 11 “…includes PQR (and thus all of PQR) is…” 
150 3 1 “…as they relate to the Area 15…” 
150 - - F437: “…three conditional COCs that area are part of the PDP project.” 
152 2 1 “…as they relate to the Area 16…” 
153 4 9 “…degraded, including in Area 2.” 
154 2 1 “…as they relate to the Area 17…” 
154 3 4 Add footnote after text that reads “…should be designated as Open Space Forest.” 

Footnote to state: “Again, more detailed analysis of the fill area west of the fire 
road would be appropriate (again, see Figure 22) and may factor into the 
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PP P L Staff Report Change 
appropriate designation for this small component of Area 17.” 

157 - - Heading: “5. Resource Conservation Areas (Areas…” 
159 1 5 Add footnote after text that reads “…and the LUP (and the LCP).” Footnote to 

state: “Other than portions of the quarry reclamation replanting area previously 
described in relation to Area 18 that may be located partially in Area 20.” 

159 3 4 “…Yadon’s piperia (and thus piperia habitat throughout). Other…” 
159 5 2 “…and Yadon’s piperia habitats. Other special status species…” 
160 1 1 “…and Monterey shrew and ringtail habitat in along the creeks…” 
161 2 4 Replace “eight” with “seven” 
162 - - Heading: “2. Area 26 (LUP Planning Unit XY)” 
163 3 1 “…as they relate to the Areas 25 and 26…” 
165 2 4 “…designated by virtue of Measure A (i.e., the 264 acres represents the combined 

acreage of Areas 19 through 24)….” 
165 2 5 “…notwithstanding their current land use designation (see previous Resource 

Conservation Areas finding). This 264-acre area…” 
165 2 12 “…facilitated by and are a reasonably foreseeable outcome of Measure A.” 
166 4 2 “…the resource protection policies of the LUP. In other words, the proposed IP 

changes cannot be found in conformity with and adequate to carry out the LUP for 
similar reasons as are described in the LUP amendment findings above 
(incorporated herein by reference). In sum,…” 

168 4 1 “…proposed for a VSC IP designation (i.e., Area 5), the OR VSC district…” 
177 5 3 “…other than development of a single home on existing legal lots of record…” 
179 1 2 “…since it was initially submitted to the Commission in 2005…” 
181 3 11 “…which is a required PDP EIR mitigation measure of the County’s approval, 

should…” 
182 2 16 “…understood, etc.. Again, in order…” 
182 - - F531: “Monterey County, PDP, Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program, March 2005, p, III-95; and PDP FEIR, F-26 et seq.” 
184 1 7 “…Carmel Bay is a State Ecological Reserve and as a State Water Quality 

Protection Area, State Marine Conservation Area, and an Area of Special 
Biological Significance, and as a component of the Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary, and how…” 

187 3 5 “…as described in the previous finding such is not the case. and, therefore, More 
broadly, the LUP amendment must be denied because it is not consistent with 
Coastal Act policies concerning ESHA. These inconsistencies are so pervasive that 
they cannot be easily remedied by “suggested modifications.” Because this is one 
amendment that must be denied for such reasons, this same observation applies to 
the whole of the Coastal Act analysis and no modifications…” 

190 6 1 “As described in the Background finding above preceding Proposed LCP 
Amendment finding, the Del Monte Forest has significant scenic beauty, borders 
the Carmel Bay State Water Quality Protection Area/State Marine Conservation 
Area/Area of Special Biological Significance/Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary, and provides…” 
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190 7 3 “…The PDP project EIR and subsequent the PDP projects’ original approval by 

Monterey County provide…” 
192 2 1 “…as they relate to the Area 1 public access and recreation cannot…” 
192 3 11 “…Company’s corporation. yard, etc.),…” 
195 2 1 “…as they relate to the water quality…” 
195 3 6 “…the existing Table A/LCP structure, could be pursued…” 
196 3 1 “…as they relate to the Table A and potential increased cumulative coastal resource 

impacts cannot…” 
196 5 3 Add footnote after text that reads “Regions many visitors.” Footnote to state: 

“LUP’s Scenic and Visual Resources Section; LUP page 30.” 
196 6 10 “…resource impacts and potential inconsistencies, and thus . also serves to protect 

visual resources….” 
197 1 4 “…cannot be addressed at a project level provided ESHA, wetland, and related 

habitat concerns are resolved.” 
197 3 3 “…as did the Presidio when it was established in the mate late 1700s. By…” 
198 2 4 “…beyond the necessary denial of the LUP Amendments amendments. In 

addition…” 
198 - - Delete heading: “1. Conclusion: IP Amendment Inconsistent with the LUP” 
198 4 6 “…three issue areas described above,…” 
199 5 1 “This report has discussed the relevant Coastal Act and LCP consistency issues 

with the proposal. All above LCP consistency findings are incorporated herein in 
their entirety by reference….” 

199 6 1 Insert following paragraph before final paragraph: “The Commission has evaluated 
the proposed project; the no-project alternative (i.e., denial of the LCP amendment 
as submitted); and alternatives with respect to land use designations, zoning, and 
potential development of the planning areas subject to this LCP amendment. The 
Commission finds that the no-project alternative and the alternatives discussed in 
the findings with respect to individual planning areas are environmentally superior 
to the proposed project.” 

All - - Correct all non-substantive typos, punctuation errors, reference errors (e.g., to the 
wrong exhibits), inconsistent abbreviations (e.g., “p.” and “pp.” versus page and 
pages), etc..  

 














































